Although the semantic, syntactic and especially pragmatic functions of the participles constitute a significant aspect of the sentence structure and also play a role in the area of stylistics, in Latvian linguistics, they have not yet suffieciently explored. Traditional Latvian grammars provide descriptions of the tense, aspect and voice meanings of the participles, while their pragmatic aspects largely remain unexplored. This study attempts to describe and classify syntactic constructions that involve the Latvian indeclinable participle in -ot(ies). The description of such constructions enables one to see whether the participle in -ot(ies) can be used in subjecthood tests to determine the subject of the sentence, especially in the cases of the non-canonical subject (e.g. the dative).With regard to pragmatics, it is important to understand why there is an increase in the use of the constructions involving the participle in -ot(ies) in Modern Latvian in various texts types and styles. The participle in -ot(ies) is sometimes used against the principles of efficient langauge use because it renders the link between the action and its subject unclear and thereby hinders the perception of the content of the sentence. The possible reasons are clumsy translations from other languages (especially in the mass media and various applied texts), also the linguistic skills of the native speakers concerned, for instance, an insufficient mastery or careless use of syntactic constructions.
Introduction
The syntactic functions of the participles are quite significant in several aspects of the sentence structure. The participles as non-finite verbal forms can participate both in the formation of the grammatical center of the sentence and in secondary predication constructions which involve the other components of the sentence (on the syntactic functions of the participles and their semantics from a typological point of view, see Shagal 2017) .
The action expressed by the participle always has an agent therefore the participle linking regularities (in addition to other tests, for instance, the reflexive pronoun test) are often used in determining the grammatical subject, especially in the case of the non-canonical subjects ( https://doi.org/10.22364/vnf. 9.8 This article attempts provide a systematic description of the syntactic and pragmatic functions of the Latvian indeclinable participle in -ot(ies) in the sentence, to understand the link between the participles and subjecthood and also to clarify the question whether the indeclinable particples in Latvian are at all usable as subject indicators.
Latvian has two indeclinable participles which are formed by means of the affixes -ot(ies) and -am(ies)/-ām(ies), respectively. This article mainly focuses on the participle in -ot(ies) which is one that is most frequently used in Latvian (among others, Pokrotniece 2005, 37-38; Lokmane 2006) . The other indeclinable participle in -am(ies)/-ām(ies) is only mentioned sporadically in the context of the constructions involving both participles. There is a more detailed study on the syntactic constructions involving the participle in -am(ies)/-ām(ies), their semantic and pragmatic aspects and the analysis of their link to subjecthood (Kalnača, Lokmane 2018) , therefore this indeclinable participle will not be examined here in more detail.
It must be emphasized that traditional grammars of Latvian mainly focus on the tense, aspect and voice meanings of the participles (also of the indeclinable ones), while their syntactic and, especially, pragmatic properties remain largely unstudied (see, e.g., Ahero et al. 1959, 661- As it has been mentioned before, non-finite forms of verbs (participles and the infinitive) do not have overt subject and are therefore used for subjecthood tests in syntax and semantics (see Keenan 1976; Svenonius 2001; Kroeger 2004, 103-119; Sigurðsson 2004) . With regard to the Baltic languages, this approach was applied by Seržant (2013, 292-293) who described the role of the indeclinable participle in -nt and the participle in -dam-in subjecthood tests in Lithuanian (for a typological analysis of language material from various Indo-European (including Latvian and Lithuanian) languages and also Finno-Ugric data, see also Menchi 2009 ). In Lithuanian, the agent of the indeclinable participle in -nt is normally different from the subject of the sentence unlike the agent of the participle with the suffix -dam- (Ambrazas 1996, 380-382) .
Therefore, in Lithuanian, it is always clear that the agent of the participle in -dam-coincides with the subject, while the indeclinable participle in -nt-does not refer to the subject (see ibidem Ambrazas and also Ambrazas 2006, 358, 368-369) .
Neither subjecthood tests nor the role of the participles in them has been applied to the Latvian language material, thus we adapted the approach by Ilja Seržants, initially applied to Lithanian, re-applying it to Latvian, starting with the indeclinable particples, in particular with the participle in -ot(ies).
Certainly, it is important to bear in mind the statements by Rūķe-Draviņa (1989, 397 and 399): "The syntatic models involving participles [..] usually are not the same in Latvian and Lithuanian, although the forms of the particples as such are known in both languages,"
1 and "While comparing Lithuanian and Latvian, it 1 The original in Latvian: "Sintaktiskie modeļi, kuros ietilpst divdabji, .. nav vienādi parasti latviešu un lietuviešu valodā, kaut arī divdabju formas pašas par sevi būtu pazīstamas abās valodās."
should not be forgotten that the particples that might be formally consistent in both languages might differ in their function and in their semantic connotations." 2 The mere fact that Latvian and Lithuanian are related does not mean the identity of the syntactic constructions and their functions in both languages (also in the case of the participles). Instead of comparing the indeclinable particples in Latvian and Lithuanian, this research rather focuses on the description of the syntactic functions of a Latvian indeclinable participle. Although the Latvian indeclinable participle in -ot(ies) is similar in origin to the Lithuanian participle in -nt (Endzelīns 1951, 933-935; Ambrazas 2006, 351-357) , it has different semantic and syntactic functions -in some constructions involving -ot(ies) the agent of the participle coincides with the subject of the sentence (see Paegle 2003, 150 The original in Latvian: "Salīdzinot lietuviešu valodu ar latviešu, nav jāaizmirst arī, ka divdabji, kas pēc formas saskan abās valodās, tomēr var atšķirties savā funkcijā un nozīmes niansē."
In Latvian, the indeclinable participle in -ot(ies) is found in two basic types of constructions: raising constructions and control constructions.
Raising constructions
Raising is "a syntactic process by which a noun phrase or another element is moved from a subordinate clause into the structure of the larger clause that includes it" (Matthews 1997, 307) or, in other words, "any of various phenomena in which a linguistic element appears in a higher clause than is semantically appropriate" (Trask 2005, 25 ; similar definitions also in Bussmann 1996, 396; Brown, Miller 2013, 370; on participial complementation in Lithuanian, see Arkadiev 2012).
Raising to object or subject-to-object raising
The first type of raising constructions is raising to object or subject-to-object raising (e.g., Crystal 1997, 320 At one level, viņu 'him' is considered to be the subject of the clause marked by the participle: Es kapos redzēju [viņu atkāpjoties] . But its form is that of an object, namely, accusative, therefore it is raised to the object position in the main clause. The agent of the participial clause (viņu 'he' in the example (2)) plays no semantic role in the matrix clause. Although viņu 'him' is the grammatical object of the predicate redzēju 'saw', the theme of redzēju 'saw' consists of the whole clause viņu atkāpjoties, and thus viņu 'him' only performs the semantic role of an agent in relation to the participle.
Raising to subject or subject-to-subject raising
In subject-to-subject raising constructions, the subject of a subordinate clause is raised to the position of the subject in the main clause (Crystal 1997, 320 The explicit construction would be: Likās, ka viņš iet tālāk 'It seemed that he was going further'. Although viņš 'he' is the grammatical subject of likās 'seemed', it does not fill any semantic role with respect to it. Instead, the predicate likās 'seemed' refers to a whole clause Viņš iet tālāk 'He is going further'.
Subject-to-subject raising construction is also formed when the matrix verb is a sense perception verb forming the predicate with the help of the present participle in passive: (4) An interesting subject-to-subject raising construction can be formed if the matrix verb is a reflexive verb of speaking or pretending (teikties 'to claim', sacīties 'to state something be the case', izlikties 'to pretend'). In this case the subject of the matrix clause unites the two roles of the agent -the attitude to both the action of saying or pretending and the action of not seeing (example 5a) or taking care (example 5b): (5) However, in raising constructions contemporary Latvian tends to prefer the participle in -am(ies)/-ām(ies). The reasons for this trend need to be studied in more detail but one of them might be the fact that the participle in -ot(ies) is mainly and widely used in control constructions which are examined further.
Control constructions
Participle in -ot(ies) is widely used in another type of synactic constructions, where the participle with -am(ies)/-ām(ies) is not used, namely, in the control constructions.
Control may be defined as "a coreference relation between the understood subject of a non-finite clause and some other element that provides its interpretation. This element is called its controller" (Lyngfelt 2009, 33) . In other words, the control is "the phenomenon in which a verb phrase with no subject is interpreted as having some subject" (Trask 2005, 54 This phenomenon is usually called complement control, where the controller is the object of the matrix clause (mums 'us'). The controller fills two semantic roles, both as a patient of ļaut 'to let' in the matrix clause and as an implied agent of izdzīvot 'to survive' in the infinitive clause.
Adjunct control constructions
There is a subtype of control constructions, called adjunct control constructions, where the controller of adverbial adjuncts and free modifiers usually has the function of the matrix subject (Lyngfelt 2009, 38-40 The Latvian language data suggest that the participle with -ot(ies) is oftenand more and more widely -used for other adjunct type control constructions. For example, it would often appear in predicate nominal constructions, where, although the controller is the syntactic subject of the matrix clause, the predicate is a copular verb and a nominal that is used instead of a verb, therefore normative grammars recommend to avoid this kind of constructions: (12) Thus, in the adjunct control constructions, the performer of the participial action is often the subject of the sentence, although it does not always have the semantic role of the agent. scapegoats.dat.pl.m 'It is important not to let the elite save their skin by their diverting focusing public attention to the "scapegoats".' (Nedēļa) In this sentence, the agent of the participial action is the object of the matrix clause elite 'the elite', which the addressee can infer from his or her general knowledge, although the sentence structure admits other candidates for the role of the agent, namely those who 'do not let the elite save their skin'. This particular ambiguity makes the grammatical constructions, where the agent of the participial clause is other than syntactic subject of the matrix clause, undesirable from the point fo view of the normative grammar.
Pragmatic control constructions
We can see similar discussions about the acceptability of the pragmatic control construction also in normative grammars of other languages, for example, English grammar (see, among others, Biber et al. 2000, 829-830). Lyngfelt (2009, 39) states: "Pragmatic control is way too common and too widely accepted to be simply regarded as ungrammatical. At most, it may be considered a fault of style. The acceptability issues regarding pragmatic control are not typical in English but also concern the Scandinavian languages and, to varying degrees, presumably all languages with similar constructions."
The controller in pragmatic control constructions in Latvian can be used in different syntactic functions in the matrix clause.
For instance, as a complement of the matrix clause: (15 In example (15) it is understood that it is the majority claiming that they had not read the politicians' conversations, thus manifesting their indifference.
The controller can be used as an attribute of a noun phrase in the matrix clause: (16) We can work out from example (17a) that the participants of an event have arrived at a hotel where they were met by the organizers, example (17b) suggests that a cargo truck has crossed the border of Latvia but in example (17c) some musicians will play some songs by the monument.
Due to syntactic irregularities and the uncertainty of the agent, the partciple in -ot(ies) in pragmatic control constructions may cause ambiguity, for example: (18) In example (18a), the agent is the supermodel, but the syntactic make-up of the construction allows us to presume that the judges and the accusers could also be the attackers. In example (18b), the presumed agents are the foreigners, although they could also be the researchers.
Quite frequent pragmatic control participial constructions are the ones that use verbs of saying to signal that the speaker is the agent of verb contained in the main clause: (19) Thus, in pragmatic control constructions, the controller is typically either realised as a complement or an attribute in the matrix clause, or can be inferred from the context and/or our background konowledge.
Arbitrary control constructions
The performer of the participial action may be abstract, it might be performed by anyone in general, and such constructions are referred to as arbitrary control constructions (see, e.g., Matthews 1997, 74; Lyngfelt 2009, 40-43) .
Arbitrary control refers to the cases where there is no controller and the agent recieves a generic or arbitrary interpretation. In other words, there is no controlling referent (see Lyngfelt 2009, 34 In example (20a), it gan be gathered that anyone sees a large construction site by the road to Riga. In example (20b), however, it can be inferred from the context, that the agent of the participial action is generalized, namely, If one meets entrepreneurs, they are likely to suggest such topics. Similarly, in example (20c), the agent is generalized, implying that there is no one to provide the exact answer.
The absolute dative construction
Participial clauses with overt agents are also present in other languages and are called the absolutes (Malá 2004, 72) . The participle in -ot(ies) in Latvian is widely used in the absolute dative construction where it takes a separate agent in the dative (among others, Endzelīns 1951 is possible that the syntactic use of both indeclinable participles will continue to differentiate in the future.
The contemporary use of the participle in -ot(ies) in pragmatic control constructions is increasing. This fact could be explained by the developmental trends of the Latvian language itself (e.g., the constructions with -ot(ies) are shorter and more compact than subordinate clauses and many language users consider them stylistically more appropriate in the formal register), as well as it might be the influence of other languages, (to wit, English), owing to clumsy translations in the mass media as well as various applied texts. 
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